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performance in integrated units. To offer empirical data regarding these assumptions, we examine Iraq and Afghanistan war veterans' attitudes about allowing gay and lesbian individuals to openly serve. Moving beyond a simplistic framework of whether troops are "for or against" the ban, we explore which arguments are considered strongest and whether general demographic and military experience variables are associated with differences in attitudes toward allowing open service. We also examine whether serving with open lesbian or gay unit members is associated with war veterans' perceptions of unit cohesion and readiness when the quality of officers, equipment, and training are taken into account.
At that time, no scientific evidence existed to support or challenge the claim that combat effectiveness in any previous conflicts or in any exercises at the Combat Training Centers (the military's training proxy for war) was diminished in any units because of the presence of open gays or lesbians. Yet this presumption has led to discharges of thousands of military personnel.
At the center of the rationale for DADT, then, are the perceived attitudes of military personnel: their morale, their cohesion, their desire or need for individual privacy, and the perceived impact of those attitudes on combat performance. Either implicitly or explicitly, these arguments tend to rest on the perceived attitudes of heterosexual men toward gay men, with men composing about 85 percent of the service overall (from 82 percent in the Air Force up to 94 percent in the Marine Corps in 2008) and 100 percent by policy and/or law in most ground combat units such as armor, infantry, and special operations units. 5 Individual morale and unit cohesion ("bonding") are believed to be key for combat motivation and success, which in turn affect overall military readiness for war and, when put into practice, affect effectiveness as well. Anything that lowers morale significantly or prohibits bonding within units is treated as harmful to military operations and thus viewed as a risk to national security. 6 DADT aims to keep lesbian and gay service members "in the closet" so that presumably negative peer attitudes toward same-sex sexual orientation do not harm unit cohesion and military effectiveness.
DADT in War
Despite the policy justification that openly gay and lesbian military personnel would harm unit cohesion and effectiveness, enforcement of the policy in the form of discharges typically drops during times of war. 7 This pattern has held during the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, with discharges dropping from peak rates of 1,241 and 1,273 in 2000 and 2001, respectively, to 612 in 2006. 8 For the years 2002 to 2006 combined, available data suggest that 3,715 service members have been discharged under the exclusionary policy. 9 This reduced enforcement of the policy during wartime calls into question whether military commanders agree with the policy that the impact of lesbian and gay service members outweighs the contributions those service members make to their units' mission.
There is a substantial cost, even in peacetime, for discharging personnel who have been recruited, trained, and assigned to posts in which they have performed their jobs at least satisfactorily; but this cost is even more dramatic in times of war when the demand for military personnel is not met by the supply and service members are also lost because of wartime injury or death. The Army, in particular, has faced recruiting challenges since the "Global War on Terror" began, causing them to increase enlistment bonuses and lower quality standards for entrants (e.g., increasing the number of waivers to admit recruits with prior criminal activity). 10 The demand for scarce and critical skills such as Arab language capability raises the question of which has the higher negative impact on military effectiveness when Arab linguists are discharged 4
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for being gay: the known impact of the lack of those critical skills or the projected but never documented impact of retaining open gay and lesbian service members.
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Despite these potential costs, DADT persists without empirical data about the performance of units with known lesbian and gay members relative to units without such members.
Although there may be cultural differences between American attitudes toward modesty, sexuality, and sexual orientation and those of its Western partners, the experiences of other militaries warrant consideration. Over the past decade and as part of civil rights initiatives, the armed forces of Canada, Great Britain, and Australia have lifted bans against homosexuals with little to no perceptible change in military effectiveness or day-to-day operations. 12 Despite variation in their social and political climates, numerous other militaries throughout Europe and in other democracies (Israel, South Africa, New Zealand) also do not exclude citizens from service on the basis of sexual orientation; some even have antidiscriminatory policies regarding sexual orientation. 13 As other nations lifted their bans and U.S. forces deployed to fight the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, American service members' attitudes about DADT appear to have shifted as well. The earliest polls of military personnel in 1993 showed approximately 70 percent to 74 percent agreeing with the ban on homosexuals in the armed forces, 8 percent to 9 percent unsure, and 18 percent to 20 percent opposing the ban, although support for the ban was much weaker among women than among men (only about half of women favored the ban).
14 Focus group data from military personnel at that time also showed strong objections to integration.
15 But opposition to integration has declined steadily over the years. 16 For example, by 2004, one Annenberg poll found that service members were "divided 57 to 34 percent against allowing gays and lesbians to serve openly." 17 Interestingly, even among the 57 percent who opposed integration, only 13 percent said inclusion would harm morale, 12 percent said it would disrupt teamwork, and 5 percent reported "close quarters" as their rationale; 20 percent thought it would be a distraction and cause problems.
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The Present Study: Evidence from Military Personnel Who Served in Iraq and Afghanistan
Because DADT prohibits the military from systematically gathering data about the sexual orientation of service members, it presents a challenge to comparing the actual performance of units with and without gay or lesbian members. In lieu of such comparisons, research on the perceptions of military personnel who have served in a theater of war and can make judgments based on their own experiences can be informative. To this end, the present study examines data from a 2006 Zogby poll of a sample of military personnel who served in Iraq and Afghanistan. A prior report summarized some of the Zogby data in primarily descriptive and cross-tabular form. 19 This study provides new analyses of relationships involving the following variables: general demographic characteristics, military experiences variables, attitudes toward lesbian and gay service members, knowledge of the presence of gay or lesbian unit members, ratings of leadership, training, and equipment quality, and perceptions of unit cohesion and readiness. Specifically, to provide empirical evidence that can inform military policy and practice, this study uses the Zogby data to examine the following research questions and hypotheses: 20 Given limited research with military populations, however, we test the hypotheses that war veterans' attitudes toward allowing open service will differ across demographic and military experience factors, for example, that those who live in closer proximity to one another with little privacy (e.g., those in ground combat units or those who routinely have to use group showers) will be more likely to support the ban than their counterparts. 4. Do attitudes toward allowing gay and lesbian individuals to openly serve differ according to war veterans' comfort with lesbian and gay people and knowledge of a gay or lesbian unit member? Based on prior research indicating that contact with lesbian and gay people is associated with more affirmative attitudes toward these populations, 21 we test the hypothesis that those who are comfortable with gay and lesbian people and know a lesbian or gay unit member support open service more so than those who are not comfortable with and do not know a gay or lesbian unit member. 5. Is knowing a lesbian or gay unit member associated with differences in perceived unit cohesion and readiness, when other general unit quality predictors (i.e., quality of officers, NCOs, equipment, training) are accounted for? The military invests billions of dollars annually in recruiting, selecting, educating, and developing its leaders; in training both individuals and units for combat operations; and in developing, procuring, and maintaining military equipment-all in the name of improving military effectiveness. For this reason, we hypothesize that quality of officers, NCOs, equipment, and training will account for unique differences in ratings of unit cohesion and readiness. The rationale for DADT suggests the hypothesis that beyond these unit quality indicators, those who know a gay or lesbian unit member will report lower unit cohesion and readiness than those who do not know a lesbian or gay unit member.
Method
In 
Results and Discussion
Overview of Attitudes about DADT
This study builds on previous polls of service members' attitudes about DADT and shares their limitation of being unable to assess sexual orientation because, under DADT, disclosing sexual orientation presents substantial risk to participants. 22 Asked, "Do you agree or disagree with allowing gays and lesbians to serve openly in the military?" about 10 percent of the Zogby survey respondents strongly agreed, 18 percent agreed, 33 percent were neutral or not sure, 17 percent disagreed, and 23 percent strongly disagreed with allowing gays and lesbians to openly serve.
23 Table 1 displays these results (collapsed) relative to other polls of military populations since 1993. Given the variability in methods and samples, the data from these polls are not necessarily representative or directly comparable with one another. Nevertheless, the trend in these data suggests that strong support for the policy when it was created has shifted somewhat toward the direction of uncertainty or opposition. Thus, in terms of the first research question, the Zogby data fit within the broader trend of decreasing support for the ban.
In addition to this general question about the policy, respondents were asked to select the strongest arguments for and against allowing lesbian and gay persons to openly serve in the military (up to three arguments for and up to three arguments against). As summarized in Table 2 , among possible reasons against allowing open service, the argument endorsed most frequently was the publicized rationale for the ban that "open gays and lesbians would undermine unit cohesion" (42 percent). This may reflect service members' backing of the current military position or their personal views and experience; but as we note below, analyses of respondents' actual ratings of unit cohesion challenge this rationale for the ban. The second and third most frequently endorsed arguments against integration reflected concerns about harassment and abuse of gay and lesbian service members (27 percent) and moral or religious objections to homosexuality (26 percent). Among possible reasons in support of allowing open service, war veterans most frequently selected "sexual orientation has nothing to do with job performance" (38 percent), that "it is wrong to discriminate based on sexual orientation" (30 percent), and that every qualified individual is needed during wartime (24 percent). Thus, with regard to the second research question, the top arguments for and against integration reflected arguments articulated in public debates on DADT, with the top arguments for integration prioritizing performance and qualifications over exclusionary practices.
Demographic and Military Experience Factors and Attitudes toward Lesbian and Gay Service Members
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test the third research question and hypotheses that demographic and military experience factors would account for differences in attitudes toward allowing gay and lesbian individuals to openly serve.
24 Table 3 shows that, of the general demographic variables, age group and racial/ethnic status (categorized as majority or minority) were not associated significantly with attitudes about allowing lesbian and gay personnel to openly serve. By contrast, significant but small main effects emerged for gender, religious affiliation, and political party affiliation. Consistent with previously observed gender differences in attitudes toward sexual minorities, 25 women expressed significantly more support for open service than did men. Also, those who identified as atheist, realist, or humanist agreed with allowing gay and lesbian personnel to openly serve significantly more so than those who identified as Protestant or Muslim. These comparisons should be interpreted with caution, however, because there were only eighteen and four individuals in the atheist, realist, or humanist and Muslim groups, respectively. Finally, those who identified as Democrat, Independent or minor party, or "not sure" agreed with allowing open service significantly more so than those who identified as Republican. Effect sizes indicated that the significantly associated demographic variables (i.e., gender, religious affiliation, and political party) each explained about 4 percent to 6 percent of the variance in attitudes.
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Of the military experience variables, duty status (veteran, active duty, reserves), service branch, unit type (combat, combat support, combat service support), and shower privacy level were not significantly associated with attitudes about allowing lesbian and gay personnel to openly serve, but significant effects emerged for years of service, rank, and prior training on the prevention of antigay harassment (see Table 4 ). Specifically, those who served one to four years and five to ten years reported significantly more agreement with allowing open service than did those who served eleven to twenty years and twenty-one to thirty years. Also, midgrade enlisted personnel (E5 to E6) agreed with open service more so than those immediately senior to them (E7 to E9). Differences were not significant among other grades, but the data pointed to a general pattern of high-grade enlisted personnel and officers being more supportive of the ban than low-and midgrade enlisted personnel. Finally, respondents who reported no training on the prevention of antigay harassment agreed with integration more so than those who reported receiving training. Effect sizes suggested that the significantly associated military experience variables (i.e., years of service, rank, antigay harassment prevention training) each explained about 2 percent to 3 percent of the variance in attitudes.
Further study is necessary to investigate possible explanations for some of these patterns. For example, the significant effects for years of service and grade cannot be explained by their covariation with age since age was not associated with attitudes toward allowing open service. Thus, research is needed to explore potential explanatory factors underlying the effect for years of service and grade. For instance, those with more years of experience and higher ranks may have greater awareness of the attitudes of other military personnel and greater understanding of how the military and its units function. Similarly, acculturation to military policy and practice in the officer and enlisted ranks or the impact of the added responsibility for the behavior of subordinates (which falls most heavily on the senior NCOs) may shape the attitudes of more experienced and higher ranking groups toward the ban. Additional research is also necessary to explain why military personnel who received training on the prevention of antigay harassment expressed less support for open service compared to those who did not receive such training. One possibility worth exploring is whether the content of antigay harassment training teaches or reinforces the premise of DADT, that is, the presumption that open gay and lesbian service members are harmful to the military. Another possibility is that the training increases concern that integration will be accompanied by harassment of lesbian and gay service members. The present findings regarding some of the military experience variables also address questions about whether those with limited privacy would be more opposed to 14
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an integrated environment. Charles Moskos, creator of the DADT concept, argued that the ban protects the privacy rights of heterosexuals because "just as most men and women dislike being stripped of all privacy before the opposite sex, so do most heterosexuals dislike being exposed to homosexuals of their own sex." 27 To test that notion with the available survey data, service branch could be used as one possible indicator of a service member's level of privacy: ground troops in training exercises or on deployment would be more likely to have to share a "foxhole" or use group latrines or showers than those who do not deploy or who tend to serve in the "rear" or on ships where there are more established facilities. But service branch was not significantly associated with attitudes toward allowing open service: Army and Marine war veterans in this sample did not express any more support for the ban than did Air Force or Navy veterans. Also nonsignificant was whether one served in combat, combat support, or combat service support units, a distinction relevant for the ground forces, where people in the combat end of the spectrum are more likely to be the first to establish new camps and live away from major bases with individually divided facilities. Reported level of shower privacy also was not significantly associated with attitudes toward open service. These findings challenge the notion that privacy concerns engender support for the ban.
Comfort with and Knowledge of Lesbians and Gays and Attitudes toward Gay and Lesbian Service Members
As indicated in Table 5 , three-quarters of those surveyed reported some level of comfort around lesbian and gay people (30 percent reported feeling very comfortable, 44 percent somewhat comfortable, 13 percent uncomfortable, and 4 percent very uncomfortable, with 8 percent not sure). Also, one-fifth of participants reported knowing a gay or lesbian person in their unit, with over half of these individuals reporting that the lesbian or gay person had personally disclosed to them and was well known to others (see Table 5 ). Because the survey did not ask about respondents' own sexual orientation, those who were the gay or lesbian unit member they were referencing cannot be distinguished from those who were referring to another unit member. Although we do not know the actual number of lesbian and gay service members or how many have disclosed their sexual orientation to others in their unit, these data clearly suggest that DADT has not kept all gay and lesbian service members "in the closet" as intended.
ANOVAs were used to examine the fourth research question and hypotheses that comfort with and knowledge of lesbians and gays would account for differences in attitudes toward allowing gay and lesbian individuals to openly serve. 28 Significant main effects emerged for comfort with gay and lesbian persons in general and for personally knowing a lesbian or gay unit member (see Table 5 ). But among those who knew a gay or lesbian unit member, no significant difference emerged based on whether that person's sexual orientation was well known by others or based on whether the lesbian or gay unit member personally disclosed to the respondent. Follow-up comparisons revealed that those who indicated being very or somewhat comfortable in the presence of gay or lesbian people and those who were not sure of their level of comfort agreed with allowing open service more so than those who reported being uncomfortable or very uncomfortable. Follow-up comparisons also indicated that those who knew a lesbian or gay unit member agreed with allowing open service more so than those who did not know a gay or lesbian unit member (see Table 5 ). Effect sizes for these significant associations suggested that personal comfort accounted for about 8 percent and knowing a lesbian or gay unit member accounted for about 4 percent of variance in attitudes. As noted previously, political affiliation and rank-the demographic and military experience factors that yielded the biggest differences in attitudes toward open service-accounted for about 6 percent and 3 percent of variance, respectively. Thus, among all of the demographic and military experience factors considered, war veterans' attitudes toward open service varied most according to their level of comfort with gay and lesbian people.
Knowing a Gay or Lesbian Unit Member and Unit Cohesion, Readiness, and Quality
Multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was used to examine the fifth research question and hypotheses that quality of officers, NCOs, equipment, and training as well as knowing a lesbian or gay unit member each would account for unique differences in ratings of unit cohesion and readiness. Ratings of unit cohesion and readiness were the dependent variables, and knowing a gay or lesbian unit member (yes, no, unsure) was the independent variable. Ratings of the quality of officers, NCOs, training, and equipment were included as covariates. The survey questions assessing these variables along with the sample's averages are presented in Table 6 . MANCOVA was appropriate for this analysis because ratings of cohesion and readiness, the two criterion variables, were correlated positively (r = .51, p < .001). The MANCOVA yielded the expected significant multivariate effects on cohesion and on readiness for each of the unity quality covariates but not for knowing a lesbian or gay person. Specifically, multivariate effects were significant for ratings of officer quality, F(2, 524) = 37.22, p < .001, η p 2 = .124, NCO quality, F(2, 524) = 24.86, p < .001, η p 2 = .087, training level, F(2, 524) = 100.48, p < .001, η p 2 = .277, and equipment available, F(2, 524) = 43.20, p < .001, η p 2 = .142, but not for whether respondents knew that a gay or lesbian person was in the unit, F(4, 1048) = 0.610, p = .656, η p 2 = .002. Follow-up univariate results, with alpha adjusted to .025 (.05/2), indicated that ratings of the four unit quality variables were generally significantly associated with ratings of cohesion and readiness, with the exception that NCO ratings were not significantly related to ratings of readiness (see Table 7 ). Effect sizes indicated that ratings of leadership quality, that is, officers and NCOs, were substantially associated with perceived unit cohesion (accounting for 12 percent and 9 percent of variance, respectively) and that ratings of instrumental quality, that is, training and equipment, were substantially associated with perceived readiness (accounting for 28 percent and 13 percent of variance, respectively). Beyond these notable effects of leadership and instrument quality, knowing a lesbian or gay person did not have a significant unique multivariate (or univariate) effect, and the effect sizes for its links with cohesion and readiness were near 0 percent. Taken together, these findings suggest that a fruitful approach to fostering strong cohesion and readiness would be to direct military resources and efforts toward optimizing the quality of leadership, training, and equipment. Beyond the roles of these unit quality indicators, the present data indicate that the war veterans' ratings of unit cohesion or readiness were not associated with knowing a gay or lesbian unit member.
Next, we examined whether the extent of knowledge within the unit and personal disclosure of sexual orientation were associated with perceptions of cohesion and readiness. Specifically, with those participants who reported knowing a lesbian or gay unit member, we conducted two auxiliary MANCOVAs to examine whether ratings of cohesion and readiness differed depending on (1) whether the presence of a gay or lesbian unit member was well known by others in the unit (yes, no, unsure) and (2) whether the lesbian or gay unit member personally disclosed to the respondent (yes, no). Again, ratings of officers, NCOs, training, and equipment were included as covariates. As in the previous analysis, multivariate effects were significant for each of the covariates but not for whether the presence of the gay or lesbian person was well known or whether the lesbian or gay person personally disclosed to the respondent. Follow-up univariate results were similar to the previously described findings with the full sample; that is, ratings of officers and NCOs were associated with perceptions of cohesion, ratings of training were associated with perceptions of readiness, and ratings of equipment were associated with both cohesion and readiness (details available from the first author). By contrast, neither the well-known presence of a lesbian or gay unit member nor personal disclosure of sexual orientation was significantly associated with ratings of cohesion or readiness. Finally, with those participants who reported knowing a gay or lesbian unit member, we conducted two multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs) to examine whether the perceived impact of lesbian or gay unit members on personal morale and unit morale differed depending on (1) whether the presence of a gay or lesbian unit member was well known by others in the unit (yes, no, unsure) and (2) whether the lesbian or gay unit member personally disclosed to the respondent (yes, no). MANOVA was appropriate because ratings of personal and unit morale, the two criterion variables, were correlated positively (r = .69, p < .001). The multivariate effect was not significant for whether presence of a gay or lesbian unit member was well known by others but was nearly significant for whether that unit member personally disclosed to the respondent, F(2, 98) = 3.06, p = .052, η p 2 = .059. Follow-up univariate analyses, with alpha adjusted to .025 (.05/2) indicated that perceived impact of the presence of the homosexual unit member on personal morale was more positive among participants who reported that they had been personally disclosed to (M = 2.96, SD = 0.65) than for those who had not (M = 2.64, SD = 0.75). The pattern of mean difference was the same for perceptions of impact on unit morale but did not reach statistical significance at the adjusted alpha level. Effect sizes indicated that personal disclosure accounted for approximately 5 percent of variance in each of personal and unit morale ratings.
As previously mentioned, the lack of unique association between knowing a lesbian or gay unit member and unit cohesion and readiness suggests that military efforts to screen out and remove personnel based on sexual orientation or to enforce concealment may represent inefficient and ineffective uses of resources. The problematic nature of such efforts is further supported by the notable known presence of gay and lesbian personnel. Importantly, neither the well-known presence of lesbian or gay unit members nor personal disclosure to the respondent was associated with ratings of cohesion or readiness beyond the aforementioned unit quality indicators. The links of a well-known presence and a personal disclosure with personal and unit morale were also generally nonsignificant or reflected trends that gay or lesbian individuals' personal disclosure to the respondent was actually associated with more positive perceptions of impact on personal morale. Taken together, these findings are inconsistent with the assumptions underlying DADT, that the presence of lesbian or gay unit members, their open service, or their personal disclosure would harm unit cohesion, readiness, or morale.
Conclusions and Future Directions
The present study can inform discussions about the impact of gay and lesbian service members within the U.S. military by offering empirical data about the perspectives of military personnel who have served in war under DADT. Specifically, the present data build on other recent evidence showing declining support for the policy since its inception; 28 percent of the war veterans surveyed in this study opposed the ban, and 33 percent were neutral or not sure. These war veterans' views of the strongest arguments for and against the ban mirror arguments prominent in the public debates. The top endorsed argument in support of integration considered sexual orientation to be unrelated to job performance (38 percent), and the top endorsed argument against integration was the view that open gays and lesbians would harm unit cohesion (42 percent). Age group, racial/ethnic status, duty status (veteran, active duty, reserves), service branch, unit type (combat, combat support, combat service support), and shower privacy level were not significantly associated with attitudes toward allowing gay and lesbian personnel to openly serve; by contrast, gender, religious affiliation, political affiliation, years of service, rank, and prior training on the prevention of antigay harassment yielded small but significant effects. About three-quarters of respondents indicated that they were personally comfortable in the presence of gays and lesbians. About 20 percent reported knowing a gay or lesbian person in their unit, and over half of these respondents indicated that the presence of the lesbian or gay person was well known by others in the unit. Feeling personally comfortable around gay and lesbian people and knowing a lesbian or gay unit member both were associated with opposing the ban. Analyses of these war veterans' ratings of unit cohesion and readiness revealed that knowing a gay or lesbian unit member was not uniquely associated with cohesion or readiness, but the quality of leaders, equipment, and training was. Thus, these data challenge the contention that openly serving lesbian and gay service members are detrimental to unit cohesion and readiness. Instead, the data point to the importance of leadership, training, and equipment quality for perceptions of unit cohesion and readiness. Fortunately, unlike the sexual orientation of service members, which the military cannot control, the military is well equipped to shape the quality of leadership, training, and equipment across its units.
Although the present findings can inform military policy and practice, it is important to consider these findings in light of some limitations. Specifically, as is the case with many survey studies, the present findings may reflect self-report bias. Perceptions and reports of military personnel are important and typical sources of data for informing military policy and practice. But studies that assess objective, observable indicators of cohesion and readiness and the actual presence of gay and lesbian service members would be useful. Such research would require identifying and linking lesbian and gay service members with the observed units, but DADT is a challenge to such research. An additional limitation is that the present data are cross-sectional. Thus, interpretations about direction of causality among the variables of interest cannot be made. The current policy precludes gathering of accurate identifying information about gay and lesbian service members or those who have served with them. Thus, tracking participants over time to collect longitudinal data that allow examination of prospective links among the variables of interest is not possible.
To address the limitations of the present study, efforts within the military to gather systematic data from randomly drawn samples about the presence of lesbian and gay personnel and their impact on objective indicators of unit cohesion, readiness, morale, and effectiveness would clearly be useful. Empirical data are critical for informing military policy and practice, and the present study represents a step in addressing the paucity of data addressing the rationale underlying DADT.
